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ABSTRACT

. As part of the current trend toward adopting modern,
objectlve-standardlzed test methods 1n evaluatlng the teaehlng
of'Englzsh as a foreign language (EFL) in the schools of the
SOCialzst Repuhlxc of Romanla, this review of pedagog1ca1 lit-,
exature makes available to the English-reading audience in-
fornat;on that has appeared in Romanian materzals.* It describes
and evaluates the tradltlonal testlng system used in Romania,
with specxal attentlon to EFL testzng at all educatlonal levels,

as reported in major Journals and a few unpublished documents.

A

" The review aims to detail 'the background against which its
author was invited by Romanian educational officials to run
‘a'testing experiment using an American-made objective—standarized
EFL test upon a population of 201 Romanian students of English.
Subjects repfesented three levels: 12th graders, uniéersity =

freshmen, and university juniors. The review describes

. the conditions of the experiment as well as the basic statistical

information the tests yielded (e.g., Pearson I, interpretative
recemmendations based on published norms, atc.). Eigally, the

review.suggests general guidelines for a grounded theory of

objective testing of EFL in Romania.
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ROMANIAN TESTING PRINCIPLES AND METHODS..A REVIEW OF AVAILABLE
LITERATURE CONCERNING THE USE OF OBJECTIVE. TESTS OF -
ENGLISH AS A FOREIGN LANGUAGE (EFL)

1

In the educational system of the Socialist Republic of Ro—
’mania a pupil takes periodic oral and written tests as-a part

of the usual structure of lessons in most subject areas. As he
passes from cne major educational stage to the nerti/gherpnpilfw~f””
undergoes his principal examinations in selected subjects.

-(See . Pigure l, a schematic deSign of the current Romanian school
system.) The nature of these various-tests, as described in

all available literature, w111 be the_subject of the fi_st secticn
of this report. Subsequent sections will outline current trends 4
in testing English as a foreign language at all educational levels.
The final part will briefly describe the results of the’ admini—

stration of an American-made standardized ohjective test of EFL

to 201 Romanian students of English in the spring of 1975.

I. General Attitudes Toward Educaticnal Testing

Both the theory and practice of educational-measurement
today in Romania follow the traditional European model‘in which
"student achievement is evaluated on the basis of classroom per-
formance, on results .of periodic oral and written examinations,
and on general hehavior. ‘The latter is particularly stressed in
the Communist world where-conformity,,discipline. and obedience

..are highly'valued.” (Braham 1972, p. 61)

In recent years, Romanian testing specialists and some teach-

6 .
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‘ ‘ers have carrled on a debate concern1ng types of\ERam;gataons

ol

land have even experlmented on a limited scale with objectlve
”-itests in hopes of 1mprov1ng the va11d1ty and re11ab111ty of
Aucational measures. (Cerchez and Cerchez 1976 Noveanu 1976;
Bejeuaru_1975¢ Zetu %975) ﬂeanwhlle, most pract1c1ng classroom
teachers continue towdetermine student progress on the basis.

Qﬁ ; of rather 1mpres51on15t1c measures, both in the daily evaluation
| of individual ‘oral recltatlons in class, homework: asslgnments,
occasional extemporaneous quizzes, and pe*iodic formal written
examlnatlons, as well as on the occasion of a student 's attempt

SL ”

at the maturity or baccalaureate examlnatlon, requlred of those

—

~ who' wlsh pursue highar education. (Braham 1963, p. 63)

The major academlc examlnatlons that face students 1nc1ude ;
the baccalaureate examination at the completion of the elementary-
secondary cycle.of studies, the compet;tlve admissions examlna-c
tion into higher education, for thbse'wuo do not enterrthe labor
{f ' 1” force, and the diploma examination upon the completion of the

last year of post-secondary education. (Bfaham”l972,vpp. 61-62,

95 96) Since these mllestone examinations follow the pattern

of evaluatlon descrlbed in the previous paragraph as the typ1cal
_ method of classroom testlng, they tend to relnforce trad1t10na1

‘tesnxng methods because lower-grade teacqfs wish to prepare their

pupils for future evaluatlons as much in examlnatlon protocol as

in material. (See, for instance, M1n1steru1 Invatamintului 1971,

p. 85, for an outline of the testing formula used in the uni-

uersity admissions examination for summer "1971.) University in-

v
]
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structors,

/

on 1iterary or 1nterp

questions is so ingrai

the examination s
_-dardized pr
gove

P

development of objecti

Indeed, the establish

subject by a teacher-dev1sed combination of oral

ocedures cannot provide reliable evidence about
of the multitude of candidates a

rnmentally 1imited number of places in each univers
faculty.

(Zetu 1975; Bancila and Chitoran 1972)
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too, tend to‘use a combinatzon of 1mpromptu oral
‘ recitations or translations an

d periodic written papers (usually

retative topics for those majoring in
Engiish) as the ba51s of the marks they g

ive stqdents.
ed system of testing vlrtually every

and?written

ned that university panels whose Job is
to screen candidates for adnission- 1nto [

pecific fields imitate '

tyle ‘of the elementary and secondary schools
while sometimes complaining that sdch

non-objective,\non-stan-

which
re best qualified‘to fill the

ity -

Although most
ersons concerned with educational evaluation agr

ee‘that the

ve tests would be useful at all 1evels

and for all disciplines (with the exception,

the grip of tradition is strong.

perhaps, of art),

Even those who advocate stan-
dardized and objective measures of achi

evaluation

often include very subjective me

"objective testing.

- IIX. Testing Trends in Engligh as

i

evement for c1assroom

of pupils and for university admissions procedures

asures under the rubric of
(See Section VI, below.)
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Testing princip

Foreign Lahguage

les and practices in English as a foreign

language to a large extent rqflec* these
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mainstream Romanian
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-lattitudes'toward objective:testsf_<

authors recommend tradit1onal extemporaneous oral questioning

'translation as forms of “objective testing.” Admittedly, the

. comisel 1975, PP- 130-131)

 pomanian)., he is likely to do well. (Bejenaru, 1975) Such an~t

- . -

, For instance,'in a recent teacher's guide for'use in the
teachiné of English at the General school level (ages 6-15)—-a,'

text authorized by the Romanian Ministry of Education--the ~

in class, dictation, retel’ing of the textbook assignment, and

authors worry aloud about the pitfal 11s of translation, but be- f
yond a cautionary note %o the teacher and practice-teacher they
offer no guidance in how to evaluate translation/so that

validity and reliability of the measure are achieved They . g

write,’“Translation must be used with care, the —“sentences to- ~-~">——~7

'be translated must involve a speCific problem of grammar Or

vocabulary, and avoid literary difficulties and structures that

have not been practiced with the pupils. (Galateanu and

-
- *

My own observation of over a hundred Romanian classroom- -
teachers of English indicates that the great majority do'not
follow this cautionary note but evaluate translation exercises, -
in particular, and recitation drills, in general, by unspecified E
and widely varying standards. Frequently, wijiterary apprec1ation
norms become the standard of measurement_in what is supposed to
be a grammar, vocabulary oOr speaking test. In other‘words,‘ir”

in recitation a pupil can parrot 1iterary notions expressed in

the text or offer an original evaluative corment (perhaps,in

.
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approach to classroom testing is understandable since’teachers'

tend to perpetuate the style of testing whlch they experlenced

as students from the elementary to the un1vers1ty levels.

-

Eurthermore; the training teachers receive in pedagogy emphasizes .

an elaborate.pattern ofqlesson—plans but is very sketchy about

. :. o e } : .
the Vvarious types of testlng procedures that might be sultable:‘

—

for the lessons. It seems taken for granted that teachers w1ll

intu1t1vely know how" to/test and‘that only general guidellnes ';;B'
\

lneed be mentioned. w1dely used’pedagoglcal handbook outllnes H

the steps of test1ng\as folloWs- (l) announce the top1c and scope.
of the test, (2) administer the test, (3) evaluate the results

of the test, and (4);g1ve _the next homework,asslgnmentwﬂﬂisalade———

and Munteanu, l97l) /The appllcatlon of these steps is not

developed at length. =~ ‘m

" ITI. -Two Impressionistic Experiments in. Testlng EFL at the‘

Elementary School Level

| : - / _
Two experiments that involved EFL b%t did not use reliable
instruments for evaluating their results are documented in the

liter;ture. .

OprlcaLs (1975) experlment w1th Engllsh éeachlng methods rn
the first grade reports no measure other than a general 1mpres51on
that (a) klndergarten pupils who %ave studied any foreign language

are more receptive to foreign language instruction in first grade

than are those who did not; (b) the use”of direct-method/situation-

‘context tralnlng is more suitable for pupils ages 6-7 than are

other instructional methods, and (c), as a corollary of (a), if

-

10
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.g foreignl//nguage tralnlna begln

ted “through all subsequent scho

e

. to produce functlonal blllngual

Although Oprlca s pro:ect
flrst g*ade puplls in two schoo
seems replete w1th methodologlc

ected to use whateVer technique

S early and contlnues uninterrup-
ol years, the necessary condltlons

s Wlll obta1n.'

was done on a mas51ve scale--SDD

e

ls--the experlment as reported
al faults. Each teacher was dir-

s seemed to h1m -best sulted to

’the occaslon. Oprlca reports that by rough classlflcatlon all

the technlgues employed were ei

N

or audlo-llngual approach. Cla

e e e e e e e

k]

ther tbose of the dlnect-method

sses were to be taught about a i

total of 200 Engllsh words related to concépts they already

’ knew in their mother tongue -e.

- !

-

g. tlme, locatlon, colors, etc.

'Although hot speclfled, the gauge used to measure the hypothesis

that background in gny fore1gn

language learnlng eas1er seems

language makes further forelgn

to have been the percentage of

English terms asslmllated by puplls with the background as

compared to the percentage used by pupils without' such prior

‘training. Both groups experienced similar treatment in an_attempt

to get at psychollngulstlc underpinnings to child -acquisition of

- a second language.

';In'an eailier experimenE’to evaluate the effect of using

the oral/aural method of teachlng Engllsh to elementary pupils

~ in the flrst through fourth grades, Dumitrescu and Galateanu

(l970) are not at all clear about how they tested the effective-

ness of the new treatment. Both agree that their separate experl-

ents indicate the su1tab1l1ty

of uslng audio-lingual tech-

11,



’fabout testihg but only sllghtly more 1nformat1ve about'the con- -

‘Engllsh and another passage from. Engllsh {nto Romanlan. . \

dahce; but she concludes that the experlmental group did better .

-t

'uniques in place of tradltlonal grammar-translation‘ones for . o A;}Yf

S

Ayoung learners of English, but Dumltrescu discusses only the

'.:pattern of drllls she employed whlle Galateanu 1s more polnted

ditionS‘of evaluation.
Ao

pupll groups-—one taught by the experlmental oral/aural method,

’

At the start of the experlment, Galateanu establlshed tw////\

the other by tradltlonal technlques—-and at the end of the,year ® .

she admlnistered ldentlcal tests to the two groups for comparl—

sonl_wThe_flrstwtest requlred_puplls to_ perform someaactlon When

.o
o
)

]givep a command in Engllsh (to test llstenlng comprehen51on5
in order- to test speaklng the second required puplls to orally
descrlbe some.plctures--the p1ctures are not spec1f1ed in the e

L}

report, the third and fourth tests required pupllsvto read aloud

and then to take down d1ctatlon from a famlllar text; in the Lo

final test puplls had to translate a passage £from Romanlan into

-

c 8 , N \ ‘_ . ‘
\ L
Galateanu does not explain how she evaluated each pcrform—~

on the command, descrlptlon and reading tests and the control f; “'_~Q
group excelled on takdng dictation and doing translation.. - R

Galateanu seéms surprised and ' pleased by the results, without -

”xreallzing that the two groups simply dld better on those tasks .« ~

which they had_studied. ‘ °

/ A ’ ‘.' '_‘..'o“ )
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nt in Objective mttnlot EFL on the
Bocon: -,.wm,.:nn'm s

. m Silva 11973) elaborated an EFL achievement test follow-
‘ ‘ - iop sone mutm regarding pbjective test format from Lado
. 11961) and Rarris (1963), the result demonstrated both her mis- :
el Wﬁm of objective tests m her lem concern for
muu sSome utuu extranecus to lwmo skilla. Silva’s
. s mrtmt. the ooly reported umuw use of an object.iw
L et of EFL in Romania, exssplifies the low degres to- ,,,.m,., vaid
m r-luhlu ssasures have fi‘n sdapted to Romanian clunoou
muw.

. ' ! ‘

Vo

A. v 14+ siqgn

| during the first and second trimesters of the 1971-72 aca-
denic year Silva administered four brief multiple-choice style
tests o young supjects wvho belonged to two 9th grade slementary
lunm classes 111 the sane xm for construction workers in
| mmt mgumnummmmrun.m
. w and Rarch 1372. At ote wxnt in ber tqott Silve says
L thers were 60 subjects, yet later she reports data on only 40--
| one class of 29, the other of 11, .° - ¢

.
*

Silva set her ctp;ﬂ'nuul goals in the form of five questions:
' . (1) shat exactly should be &-ud?
| (2) Bow should it be tested?

(3} Sow can the/objectives of the school syllabus be
reconciled with an objmin test? &

| 13
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{4) Bov might the pupils be mcholoqtuny prepared ‘
for. uu test? i !

(5) Now uux the test be -tmctund?

In an miycu of the types of exrors sach pc‘pu had made
1 OB 8 traditional written translation pretest and on a series ot
_éarlier oral recitations, Silva categorized the mistakes using/
 marzis' (1969, p. 11) chart of language skills and components.
*“ mﬁmmmmw“muhcdc@mw
’ four ten-item multiple-choice tests.

The oaly test in the series that Silva describes was con-
structed in the following manner: - After :vriwtuq material in
two British texts (Norndy 1966 and Alexander 1970) and in the
two Mtcru of the pupils’ textbook which in her opinion tr“ud .
specific problems that occurred in the pretest, Silve devised a
) ten-item multiple-choice test oovu‘naq verd forms (modality,
t, interrogative-negative, and past tenae) and vocabulary
types (numerals, names of dnyi. and prepositional units). Taking
. iato coasideration all she had analyzed and preliminary pupil
T reaction to participating in o m-u.hitmul 'wglnﬁ expefThent--
they were enthusiastic, she reporta=--Silva alloted 100 points to
the test: llpotau«chwthcintbcwumnwsto1
poiats to the 4 vocabulary questions.

: pefore administering this test to the subijects, Silva spent
condiderable time familiarizing them with the format of a paltiple-
chotice test. She says that she nodeled m{e now-style test qwauén

L} o
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by writing the following item on the board: (The Ycorrect” answer
is undersccred.)

%hen the teacher 1. Stand u
comes in the pupils 2. EIE*BEEE
3. Dbon't care

The pupils were qivon ten minutes to take each test in the series.
During the reaaindar of the hour, thc pupils were asked to check
their answers and “"typical grammatical errors® were explained on

the board with wvhat Silva calls "different structural exercises.”

The principal conclusions which Silva draws from the experi-~

ment include the following:

»

(a) The tests are masimally economical in the time it
takes to check knowledge and to determine “"objective ‘
grades for a large number Qt pupils;® -

(b) The tests stimulate wmak stidonts to be prompt and‘
to persevere in their studies;

(¢) The tests are accepted by the pupils as a norsal
part of the process of Ehe iesson;

(d) Errors diminish in successive administrations’ of
the tests; '

(e) The tests stimulate 1ndepeﬁdent pupil activity and -
creativity in class work: o

(£} The tests are nev, - ¢ficient and logical, and thel

lacrtasé the efficient assi1u1at19n of a fureign

lanquaqeﬁ

- (g) The tests do not require special efforts and, {ro-

a technical point of view, are easy tc construct.

/ 1o
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». Oburvat'ionn on the Test Design

Iuva s honest attempt to develop a series of objectivc

" mu ‘of ZPL is seriously !hwod by a basic misinderstanding or
1ack of avareness of mmt validity, test reliability and. pre-
test and cuntrol qrcmp criteria. The fact that levels of Aiffs-~
oulty, aiscrimination and point value for each item were deter-
mined before each tﬁt' was administered (on the basis of errors
pupils made on quite divergent translation and r_ociuuoa pretests)
g ggests the degree of confusion about item analysis built into

the test.

Needlcss to say, besides being more a test of comportment
in momsnian society than a ’tut of the English languagé, the
ftem used to famiiiarize pupils vith the multiple-choico type
gquastion i3 a poor one since each chcice can be dctiqd.d on
_muctic and semantic grounds. Wavertheless, Silva argues that
a test mtmud of such items, smong other things, *permits
the most objactiw grading possible.” (p. 70) Purthermors, many

el Of_the ten items used on the verb/vocabulary test also contain
similar construction ﬁtoblm. For instance, the folllwmg items

. are typical . Itema format is Silva's: j" .
You finished your lessons; now “1. can '
you go to the cinema. R 38 u’x
) . 3.
S,

What time is it? 1. a %Larter to fgg
2. nty to '
3. twenty to two !/

T

16
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Y2

What is the third day of 1. Tuvesday
the week? 2. ‘Thursday
3. Wednesday

&lthough in her conclusions Silva claims that the results
of later tests show students to be getting better in Eanglish,
given these types of questions (so arbitrary or obvious in their
answers), one wonders how valid or reliable Silva's findings are.
The fact that so few items are uscd to cover such a broad range
of grammatical and lexical concerns is itsel’f enough to raise

serious question.

Interestingly, Silva is careful in her report im figuring
the percentage of stwdcnts 1n each class who missed each tast
item. (She does not consider how many selected each choice,
houuvu:.) In one instanca she ignores the fact that one question
is -in;ed by 79% in_one class and by 100% in the other class and
she lumps together the scores on this very aifficult item with
the much better scores on the next two items (a1l three of which
Seal vith modal verbs), and then concludes that =the structural
grasmatical elements of :h; sodal form (questions 1, 2, 3) have
been assimilated by a approximately half ot the total pu$ila.

(p. 71) Three items--even vell constructed ones--can hardly be
an adequate measure of mastery of any point of grasmar. One
wonders, too, how much of the *Hawthorne effect®™ was involved

<

4n the putative improvewment the series of tests shows.

gilva's elaborate preparation of the test format reveals

a willingness on the part of some Romsanian English teachers to

httuk uuay from trnditioaal focus of testing. Ber conclusions

17
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clearly overstate the case and perhaps may even mislead others
into placing false trust in poorly constructed measures--con-
clusion (g) is especially insidious. (See p. 10, above.)

v. ' - The g_:_:zrimnul lhiasions Test at University of Cluj
. _yfyh-- ' :

u ) Silva's confusion about the puxposa: and requirements of
N\ objoctivc testing is common among nonanian English teachers, but
it is hardar to docunient. Many assumé that a question which aakl

a pupil to qivo a short ansuer or to f£il1 in a blank is ipso fncto

\a qood object1Ve item.

”

In 1974, for instance, the Departments of znqlilh and Teach-
ing Methods at the Univcrnity of Cluj experimented with an *ob~
joctivo test.” -1 In it, ctudentl were presented with an unidenti-
fied 200-word passage from Daniel Defoe's novel Robinson Crusoe.
and then asked 20 of tha following sort of questions. Toﬁal test

value was set at 128 points:

Item 5. Give the essence of the
Tragment in 5-6 sentences!

(10 lines

{6 points)
, supplied)
- | Item 8. What literary trend
o does this work belong to .
Lo ' and why? (4 lines
i (3 points) supplied)
N 1 -
L " The results of the expetilnnt were never pub;isned AV 4=
N formation about the nature of the test comes from personal . B’ ni-

cation with its autbor, Eva Sulyen. 18 e L

. @
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. Jtem 9. Pick out from the text Model: c[oJe
. = five words containing . -
| the [.] sound. Under-
gt ' 1ine the latters by which W l
g these sounds are repre-. __(5 lines
‘| sented! o : supplied)
i ‘ (5 points) C e
:’ ) -
£ Item 15. Translatel!l: I laid wait in this manner for
e \ " ‘ . them.
: (2 points)

A}

‘Although these items are poor objective dueégions. tﬁey
provide rathef'good examples of the oial‘recitatioﬁxqtyle of
testing commonly used by classroom teachers to deter;}ne a pupil's
trimester grade. In fact, the Ccl4j questi&ns are typical‘of_the
s¢ript fb}lowed in’the traditional Romanian qrglfeiamination in
EFL, both in classroomvaet;inqs and in university admissions
competition. If for a variety of reagons unrelated to his acﬁualv

. command of the material (e.g., illness, distraction, fear) he does

‘poorly in answering the oral questions, a pupil nidht receive a
low or failing mark. (On the Romanian grading scale of 1 to 10,

; 1 15‘lowost. 10 highest; 5 is a minimum passing mark on any test

%J . at any level.) Or if the examiner is inattentive (a special pro-

i:' " blem in university admissions &xaninatiqn- vhen“ihe exaninidg

“ pqndi might question 50 candid;kel in one day) or prefers a dif-

ferent sytlistic manner of translation, again the reliability

of the tesi score given is questionable.

" . " In oral testing teachers usua;lyuﬁ?ke *holistic® judgnentg;
| in #ny event, it is rarely clear that the examiner is focusing
gf L ©a any pearticular items' of tihe recitation since pupil responses

),", i
i ~

L =




-15-

are often interspersed with teacher comments on a wide range
of phonological, lexical, syntactic, biographical, literary, or
critical issues which may suggest themselves duting the oral

testing. Most examiners with whom I have spoken say that their

_aim in oral testing is to examine the material of the lessons

just studied (an amorphous goal); few have specific strategies

~

for questioning.

vI. Criticism, Defense and Attempted Modifications of Some
Traditional Forms of Testing .
Romanian texts on methodology of teaching that discuss
ohjective tests as good classroon teaching and evaluation in-
struments (Semlyen 1967 ; Semlyen and Filimon 1973; Galateanu

and Comisel 1975) do not have wide success in getting English

teachers to teplace or modify the ttaditional individual oral

test (including the verbatim recitation of a memotized portion

from the textbook), and to avoid impreasionistic judgments
about proficienty in English based on a complex of teacher con-
¢erns from tone of voice to posture. The trimestet mark which
each pupil teceives continues to be the average of the scores
he xeceives in such tecitation opportunities and the grade he
receives on a normally loosely defined written paper in- which
he may be asked to translate a passage, discuss a litetary or
social theme that was covered in the textvuook, or respond to

four or five precise questions. (Munteanu 1971, pp: 138-139)
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The moét’serious practical constraint on ‘the use of ob-
jective tests in Romanian schools--a constraint which is not’
writteﬁ aboot--is the prohibition on doplicatinq any unofficial
document in more than 10 to 15 éopies.' 0ld duplicating machines
exist in some schools, but not for regular teacher use. In such

circumstances, most teachers are deterred from creatinq tests

_that are useful only in multiple copies, since gaihing approval

from the proper agents (the Ministry of Propaganda) ig an in-
volved process. as I personaily know. In’'light of this -fact, Silva

. might be less harshly criticized than others for having only ten

items on each ofkher tests. 1f ahe 4ia not apply for bureau-
cratic approvel to use a duplicating machine, she probably typed

each test, 6-8 copies at a time.

In reviewinq variable measures of student learning, Bo*eﬁaru
(1975) singles out and criticizes the limitations of the Romanian

traditional oral testing methods in the following way:
(1) Pupils tend to recite verbatim from the textbooks.

(2) Teachers tend to create ad hoc questions in a

o willy-nilly fashion.
(3) Tﬁere is time to quiz only 3 or 4 pupils per T
L4
3 class meeting while the other 30-35 renain :
- ;pussivo on-lookers. . . .
: :ilmézsono pupils perform poorly under psycholcgocal

¢ stress when being cross-examined at the board
A “3x* front of their peers or alone in the un-

T

” B E:Iiliar surroundings of the teachers' room.

I

'» 'E

- (SQ ' a‘degree of subjectivity enters the evaluation

-

) RS o! ctal tests.

( o .‘ \.. - : ., ‘e -
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- use. Each essay was reviewed independently by.2 ox 2 readers
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.upat ptactical teachers agtee with Bejenaru's observations, but

because of legal and physical constraints they are not able to
experiment with test styles that require individual copies of
objective questions for e\ch'examinee. Consequently, experimen-
tation with objective tests is for all practical purposes limited
to ;egeatchets in pedagogy, kor whom duplication of materials,

while not easy, is less difﬁicult.

Some testing teseatcheis have chosen to experiment with -
developing better intet—teadet teliability for ttaditional essay-
type tests, administered once a term and involving about 5 questions
for which pupils are given ftom 37to 4 minutes per question to
writa precise fact-beating answers from material they have studied.

Such an experiment by Cetchez and Cerchez (1976), of course,

avoided the constraint of having to have multiple copies of ob-

jective tasts. It 4iad follow a carefully developed plan in which

v

over a four year period (1971-75) all reachers in an agricultural

~high nchool, except for physical education gtaff, patticipated.’

One group of teachers was trained to read and gtade pupil essays

{given two times each year) by a disctete-pOint scale developed

- -jointly by the researchers and- the teachers. The other group of

teachet—teadets evaluated the same essays (which were anonymously

. coded) by the traditional *holistic® method Romar.ian instructors

A

fiom each group, and group composite qtades were estaolished Ly
averaging the separate marks. By correlating the two sets.of

22
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qrades on 2, 162 written tests, Cerchez and Cerchez found that

it is possible to trace a pupil'sacademic progress more care-
fully by a less impressionistic, more systematic methodsof
evﬁluatiop, but they hasten to say that both forms of gtadlng :
are necessary since some as?ects of progress are hard to quantify.
Cerchez and Cerchez do not indicate if English was aught in the

school where the experiment occurred.

An experiment related to Cerchez and Cerchez's is reported
by Simionescu (1975). In this case themes ﬁtittencnx Romanian
1itérary‘ﬁopics were gtaded by a discteté—péint system, and .
altlough simionescu is sketchy about how many readers considered
each essay " (she only refers to "teacher” in the singular), shé

reports that on the whole there is a stong correlation between

the scores pupils said they thouéht they would earn and the marks

the ussays were given. Like Cerchez and Cerchez, Simionescu
argues that both precise and 'holistlc grading should be done;
in Romanian schools since written work tepresents mastery of
distinct skills (e.g., punctuation, otganiz§tion, handwriting)
and the integtation of these skills. The theme topics and the

discrete-point scale Simionescu uses reveal her research deszgn 2

For a freshman class at a high school for training elementaty
school teachers, Simidnescu designated the topic "Sadoveanu:
Famous Writer of Our Nation®; for the sophomore class in the same
school the topic was "polklore: Fountain of Inspiration in the

Works of Mihail Eminescu”; and for the senior- class the assigned

23
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subject was "George Calinescu: Historian and Literary Critic."

All essay were to be written in Romanian.

A grading scale was devised to agree with the usual 10-
point one used ianomanian schools. The specific areas used
in evaluation were; (a) handiinq of content--0 to 5 points;
(b) ability to synthesize and 1dentify major issues--0 to 1 point;
(c) organization--0 to 1 point; (a) style, orthography and physzcal
appearance--0 to 2 points, (e) personal writing style, Lmagxnation
and unusual sensitivity--0 to 1l point. As is obvious from the
1ssues sinqled out for grading, a gqod deal of attentlon was
given to matters of style and literary perceptzon. These same
concerns dominate the judgment of many EFL teachers who test

through written assignments.

S

) There are no reported cases of any attempt .to standardize
the marking of written papers in EFL classes. ‘However, some
gonse of the practice of essay marking can be gained from the
writings by Levitchi (1971, 1972, 1973a, 1973b, 1975), who
advocates extensive use of trxanslation in teaching and testznq

EFL and yvho exerts a profound influence upon the state of English

L stndies in Romania.

Teachers at every levol of instruction use “the Levitchi
style,” consciouslf or unconsciously, by frequently employing
grammar-translation methods in evaluating.student performance even
in what are presumed to be language»blasses; Expefiments sﬁch

"as those of Dumitrescu and Galateanu, described above, and descrip-

21 .
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tions of expetimentshin modified\gudio—lingual methods such as
given by Semlyen and Dragos (1971§ are intended more to counter-
palance these pervasive grammar-translation methods than to de-

! : , ’ . .
velop serious research designs and experimental testing measures.

®>

| Nevertheless, complaints ;boﬁt testing are surfacing. A
éiénificant case of such a reevaluation of traditional tesﬁing
.ptocedures in EFL is tepotted in Bancila and Chitoran (1972).

In theit desctiptxon of. the English uniVetsxty entrance examina—
.tion given at Buchatest in July ‘1971 to 685 candldates, these
two members of the examining comm%;tee severely criticize the
widespread- use of translation and "iitetaty appreciation" of
texts in high schools to the detriment of students' learning how
to use English in natutal, communicative sxtuations. Bancila >
and Chitotan, who is Ptofessot of English and Dean of the Faculty
of Germanic Languages at the Univetsity of Buchatest, conclude
from the types of ettors candidates committed duting the examina-

tion that methods af teaching and testing English in pre-university
o \
‘classes must be changed.

Interestingly, along with their critique of the candidatés'

-

preparation in English, Bancila and chitoran give the most de~-
tailed description available in the literature of the protocol and

types of questions used in EFL testing in Romania: .

p
’

The written part of the examination consisted of
two parts:

1. the consideration of a chosen composation
" topic;

‘2. - the translation from Romanian into Engli-.: L
of 12 sentences and statements. o

25 -
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The oral  examination consisted of three parts"

o l. reading and translation of an excerpt

" ) from one of the selections contained in
S ' ' the textbooks for the 1llth and 12th

: : -grades identified in the Program of
Studies for the Admissions Examinations ;
lexical and dgrammatical analysis of some
words or underlined passages in the text.

e : 2. the transaltion from Romanian into-English
SR AU ‘0of two or three .short sentences. ,

3. discussion of a literary topic connected e
with the authors and works mentioned in ST
_the Admissions Program. L - \

Although their discussion does not specirg it, anyone

familiar with Romanian university entrance examinations knows that " R

-

/

as each student enters the examination room in turn, he draws his
specifinAquestions from a pool of question tickets on the'tvble
before the examining panel, and then he hasififteen or twenty;
: minutes to prepare-his”oral responses at the back of the room
while the candidate before him is being examined. The pool of’
questions contains items of varying difficulty, written by differ— )
° ent members of the examining panel, on a wide range of topics H
 based on the announced chapters.of standard high school English
.textbooks. These announcements are publicized through the Entrance
Examinztions catalogue published annually by the Ministry of Educa--
tion (rtinisterul Invatamintului{ 1971, pp.v205 -206 specify the
material to be covered for English in the July 1971 sessions at all-

Romanian universities).

.The Eancila-Chitoran report also offers as an appendix a .

copy of the essay questions that were used and a full copy of the

26 -
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Romanian sentences uhxch vere to.be rendered into English:
N

.. Discuss one of the following topics:

—Syubols of liberty in 19th century Englxsh poetry. -

—The real measure of man ijn a socialist society is
his work and hxsnxespect for. the working people.

!he tuelve Bananxan sentences for translatzon represent typical

-

'“'f_“itsugsgfal and lexxcal problems for Romanian learners of Engllsh,

“ _ but they do not fctn a cqherent.paragraph., ?urthernore, several
. of‘the- are ;ratm from the spéndard treasury of gramar—translatlon
_gentences that are often used as syntactic and semantic mazes in
EFL classtoan Lnstructlon. ’
. In a word, then, while the few. gbjective tests experimented
. with in Romanian EFL settings contain serious flaws in construction
~and assuiétioﬂyi traditional essay examinations also continue to be
guestionable as valid, re;iable measures of student performance in
_Bnglisﬁ. excep£ in iselated experiments.

vII. - An American Experiment with an Objective
Test Of EFL in Romania

~An intensifying national debate over the nature and adequaby

- of traditional evaluation proceduxes nanifested itself in a siqnxf—

~ icant conference on eniversity entrance examinations held at the
University of ciuj-uapoca on 7 December 1974. Reporting on the
events~$i the E?nference, Constantin (1975) notes that the pedagog—
{cal specialists in attendance dxseussed at length the adoption of
objoctivefstandardized tests to replace the usual oral examan}ion

“ ;pd written paper used to select from among the best candidates these

" who were to fill the limited classes in each discipline.
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After considerztion of theoretical and practical issues re-

gardi=g objective tests (e: g., Could suﬂh tests be more rel;able

than traditional examinations as’ neasures of overall profxcxency

and aptitude? Were entrance examinations of any sort redundant

with the baccajaureate examination at the end of the lyceum? Hbuld
it be posajbl¢ to duplicate objective tests in suffxcxent nn-ners?).
the conferees. generally agreed to urge *the judicious use af standv
ardized tests, but only when conditions were most favorable.” (p.58)
They also recommended careful research in the development of tests
which uould enhance the selection qf 'candidates for university study.

In January 1975, in the wake of this conference on testiné, I
arrived at the University of Cluj-Napoca with three of my students ’
from Stockton State College, Pomona, New Jersey, having been invited
by the Rector of ‘the University to organize a joxnt%ﬁnerxcan-aananian
TEFL team which would develop &4 set of visual aids for use in teach-

ing English in Romania.

At our first audience with him, the Rector asked us to admin-
ister an ohgective standardized “test of EFL which had been produced
in America to students who were majoring in English at the university.
He had hcaxd that such American-style tests were often used to de- |
termine if applxcants to higher education in the United States. uete»
prepared fof admission, and he wished to sece if these tests would be
helpful in the Romanian situation. He volunteered the full cooper-

ation of the university.

28
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As we later discovered, members of the University English
Department were not as sanguine about the project since, it appear-
ed,. they resented being told by the Rector without consultation
that foreigners--native English-speaking ones at that--would be
testing their students. Perhaps a portion of the indifference
we met was caused by fear that students deemed well-prepared in
English by the Department might do poorly on the test.

Our explanation of the purpose of the test, its limitaticns,
and the format of administration, delivered at a meeting of the

, English Department, received a cool welcome. Nevertheless, each

faculty member wanted a personal copy of the test. When we ex-—
plained that we had just enough copiesyfor the testing and that

customary security precautions prohibited a wide distribution of

test copies, there was even less interest in the experiment among

: uule'high ranking members of the Departnent?

o

With tye aid of the Dean of the Faculty of Philology, we
pelected two groups to test, al} freshman and junior English majors, -

and we also received app;éval tro= the County Inspector of Schools

do well. We feared that no reliable conclusions could be drawn from 1
experiment if security were breached. What we lost in cooperation frc
some, we gained from others recognizing, perhaps for the first time,
an objective test must be reliably administered.

29
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— to test a group of 12th graders at a special English school in

the city of Cluj.

A. The Subjects

A group of 43 twelfth grade pupils at Lyceum Nr. l, "aAdy-

 Sincai,” was selected with about an equal mmber of subjects who
were in the humanities (20 subjects) and science (23 subjects) )
tracks. Most were girls; only 7 of the total were boys.> All

had spent three and a balf years at "Ady-Sincai,® where.a native
English-speaking British teacher had been teaéhing convérsation
' sections to all the pupils for a year and a half as part of.the
usual courses in English, sciences and art (taught in English),
_and Prench (the second foreign language for all the subiects in
the experiment). Lyceum Nr ,1is a specialyEnglish school (one of
two in the country) in which many of the reéular subject matter
classes are taught in English. There are parallel French, Russian,
and German special schools. Admission to all special schools is
nighly competitive. Twenty-five of ‘the 43 subjects had studied
English in school for 8 years, 7 for 5 years, 6 for 4 years, '3 for
7 years and 1 each for 6 years and 10 years. The maternal tongue of

37 of the pupils was Romanian, 5 Hunjarian, and 1 Saxon German.

The group of 91 university freshman English majors included

3 . »

In Romania most language specialists are women since men are Cx-—
pected to enter a trade or scicnce. Because it is a special English
school, "Ady-Sincai's” enrollment is not typical of that of most Romania
high schools, but {g representative of the female/male distribution of

groups which major in English.
30
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an-e uho came from various high schools throughont Ronanla, but

lost uere from the reglon of !ransylvanla Porty-six had French
as their academic minor, 16 Romanian, 11 German, 7 Bungarian, 6

" pussian, and 5 did pit identify their minor language. One subject

had studied English fqr 14 yeafé, 5 for;lo years, lo'for 9 years,

' 29 for 8 years, 2 for 7 years, 6 for 6 years, 14 for 5 years, 17 for

4 years, 3 for 3 years, 2 for only 2 years, and 2 did not indicate
the time they had stndled English formally. All but 12 of the
freshmen subjects were female. i

- &

Of the university junior §roup of 67 subjects, 50 were first-.
lanquage Romanian speakers, 13 had Bungarian as their maternal lané:.
uage, and 4 indicated that Saxor German was their first language.
The academic minor language for 29 of the juniors was Prench, fOf
16 German, for 13 Romanian, for 5 Russian, and for 4 Hungarian.
Among the subjects, 25 had studied English in school for 7 years,

12 for 1l years, 8 for 6 years, 7 for 8 years, 5 for 10 years, 4

for 9 years, 3 for 5 years, and 1 each for 14, 12, and 3 years.

" rhere were 10 male students in the experimental group.

B. The Instruments -

Form B (Revised 1965) of the Michigan Test of English Lang-

_uage Proficiency (MTELP) was selected mainly for the following

reasons: (1) It is a standardized objective test with a respectable

reliability coefficient (Spearman-Brown: .965 and Kuder-Richardc<n~:
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.894), Standard Error of Measurement (S-B: 3.35 and K-R: 2.54),
and mean raw scores’uhen‘adminiStered to two norﬁing groups (M =
75.35, on a group of 150 appllcants to Anerxcan universities, and
M = 81.44, on a group of 100 recoomended applicants to Anerlcén )
"nniversltxes). (2) It has reasonable content and construct valxdlty,_
as descrzbed in the Manual accompanying the test,. and contains
objectively scpred items on grammar (40 multiple-choice, short
context questions), vocabulary (40 multiple—choice substitution and
selection or.£ill-in-the-blank items), and reading (four 200-word
paragraphs followed by five mnltip%g-choice items that can be answered
correctly only if the subject has understood the parégraphs.)(3) The
test Manual provides for the grouping of subjects by equated scores
on predictive norms established by the University of Michigan for
admitting foreign students into restricted or unrestricted curricular
sequences. (4) The test fit the available time in the Romanian

schedule of classes, and sufficient test materials were available

for the size of the groups to be tested.

Because it.seemed desirable to test the subjects® listening
conprehension and because the MTELP does not contzin an aural com-
prehensicn subtest, the first part (20 items) of the 1972 edition

of the Michigan English Placement Test (MPT) was selected. Further-

more, since the MPT is a non-diagnostic, objectively scored test
designed for quick placement of non-native English speaking students

into homogeneous ability groups, it was decided to keep the scores

32



earned on the MPT separate from those earned on the MTELP, and

to use the MPT scores as very rough 1nd1cators of the aural com—
prehension abrlrty of the total test populatlon.' The fact that

~he MPT contalnes only 20 items on listening and has not been normed

added weight to thrs decxslon. The longer and normed Michigan Test‘

of Aural Couprehenslon, Form A, was consrdered for use but rejected

since the time alloted for test sessions was only two hours. The
listening items on the MPT are of two®types: questlons that re-
quire selection of an approprlate reply from three chozces and
statements for which a suitable parephrase has to be selected from

-

three choices. -

C. The Test Administration and Scoring

Each subject was give a personal copy of the sampie questions
and answer sheet that accompanies the MTELP in order to familiarize
herself with the format of the test. With the approval of the Chair-
woman of the English;Department and senior érofessors, instructors
who were greatly interested in the experiment went over the sample
qﬁéstion and answer sheet with seminar-size groups of'subjects (about
20 persons) two days before the adminigtration ‘of the tests. In "
‘the high school similar familiarization sessions were held by the
'Bnglish teachers. All those who conducted these sessions had them-

selves had an earlier familiarization session with the American

members of the experiment.

-

R <

. Tre three test groups were administered the tests under as nearly

33



. =29~
> »

sinilar condltlons as pos51b1e on’ three separate dates: Univer-
i sity freshmen were tested on 31 January 1975, University juniors
on 6 February 1975, and high school szniors on 10 February 1975.
During the testlng ‘special care was taken to prevent cheating (a _
' customary hablt among some students that Romanlan teachers tend to
; overlook) by having the two Amerlcan Fulbright lecturers in the
English Department ass1st in the proctoring-aloﬂg witp the few
Romanian facultx_members who. came. Also, a tests and measurements
Romanian specialist from the Unlvers1ty s ?sychology Department

-

introduced the test procedure in Romanian to ensure that everyone

”~

understood what was to be done.

.
S,
~
‘ td

7,

The MPT was’ admlnlstered first according to the precise direotions
'in the test Manual. Some ranklng members of the Engllsh Depart-
meht had objected to my plan to give the}oral cues myself on the
. grounds that the students' ears were notzaccustomed to my native
pronunéiatlon of American English, but I'decided the objection was
not substantlal s1nce university Engllshxstudents at Cluj had had -
exposure to native—speaklng American Fulbqeght lecturers since 1970.
In cohtrast, the teachers at the high schobl were eager for me to
speak the cues(sxnce they felt that their pupils should be able to“

understand a native, having taken conversation classes with the1

British tggbher and having 11stened to American voices on audio tapes

-4in classes. ‘

The scoring of the answer sheets was dore immediately after

each of the three administrations. A team of graders composecd c?
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senior psychology majors who had studied testing theory wae
hand-picked for dependabillty and concern for professxonal con-
fidence by the un1versxty psychologlst who helped administer the

tests. I personally supervised the scoring.

Prel;mlnary ‘analysis of the test results was done on a Roman-
ian campnter program (PELIX C—256), but because more elaborate
use of computer fac111t1es in Romania was unauthorlzed (computer
centert are carefnlly guarded), these preliminary calculatlons
‘uere check in the United States on programs 1n SPSS (Nle 1975) ;

statistics calculated by hand have,been based on anne {1968).

X e

va;Discussioa of the Results

The Spearman-Brown spllt half reliability coefficient was
computed on the obtalned data for the 100-1tem MTELP and the results
are as follows: r = .§13, with a sgheas of 3.59; raw total mean = )

75.53. with a SD of 9.93 and N of 20l.

For the ZO;item MPT Listenlpg Subtest, r = .546, SEmeas = 1.68,

_the raw total mean = 15.67, with a SD of 2.57 and N of 20l.

The low r for the MPT Subtest was expected and suggests that
no great confldence can be placed in the Subtest results. While
a higher r for the MTELP would be desirable, we can still usé the
Atest results with a relatively high degree of confidence since
'most reliability coefficlents over .70 are probably within an
acceptable range.” (Payne/l968, p. 136) |

/
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Table 1 (at back) dlSplays statlstlcs on test results by
clacs level and by subtest, raw total, and equated total scores.

Bquated scores represent raw total scores transformed to.be equlv—

-7

alent to: marks earned or Form A of the MThLP and on PormAA of the

,}

, chhlg Test of Aural Comprehen51on by a normlng group of 284

forelgn students at the Un1vers1ty of Kansas and the Unlver51ty of

—

H;chlgan in 1961.

v

Pests run on the between-level differences on subtest scores

- made by the Romanian test p0p1uatlon reveal no s1gn1f1cant aif-

!
: ferences except between mean readlng scores earned by the 12th Grad-
2rs and the Unlver31ty Jnnlors\iTable 1, Column D). Slgnlflcance

level = As a result, for all prac-

.05 “(Buchanan 1974, PP- 95-97).
tical purposes . the data yielded by the three test groups can be
con31dered together since the Standard Error of Measurement of the

2

test 1nstrument can account for varlance between observed and true

‘gnmeas = 3.35.

entire test population might be respresented as in

scores. Thus, the part scores and standard devia-

. tions for the
the‘following'Table:

sSummary of

Means and Standard Deviations for All Groups

=3
N = 201

Sectlon of the MTELP and MPT Itenms Mean Score SD
HEEL? Grammar Subtest 40 33.78 3.84

' MTELP Voczbulary Subtest sj0 - 29.25  4.19
MTELP Reading Subtest 20 12.55 3.93 |
MTELP Raw Total 100 75.53 9.93
MTELP Equated Total 100 80.14  (8.63
MPT Listening Subtest 20 15.67 //2.57

.f Table 2
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The SD noted in each cell of Table 1 suggests the spread

of the scores'away from the mean for each grade level. A
:“smaller SD %epresents a tlghter clusterlng of scores about the
mean. One mlght expect the scores of mc=e advanced students .

to gather nearer the mean, as weaker students eltner improve
*bfiéébp but, and, in fact, observatich shows this to be so in
.most cases. The fact that the sD for Unlver51ty Freshmen so;e-
times is larger than the equivalent SD for 12th Graders in high
school (hence a broader spread of scores among the UnlverSLty
group), ﬁight be .understood as a result of a more heterogeneous -

.grouping of University Freshmen;_most of whom had not . studied

in speciai English schools like *Ady-Sincai."”

- s

Table 3 displays Pearson correlation coefficients for

part and total scores on che tests. -Among the subtest scores

'of the MTELP the strongest ccrrelaticn occurs, as one might

expect, between vccabulary and reading scores: Ir = .5897.

Ooverall, the:correlations among part-scores of the MTELP are  _

'all substantial or marked and 1nd1cate that each part is functioc~
. ing to measure different English~language abilities in the test

population. The strongest relationship between any 51ng1e part-

score on the MTELP and the MPT Listeuing Comprehen91on Subtest N

involves the Grammar section of the MTELP: r = .3129.  This

coefficient suggests a slight relationship between what the two

subtests are measuring, yet as we said above, because of the

low reliability of the 20-item Listening Subtest this correlation

cannot be trusted.
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Finally, able 4 interprets the MTELP gggat total scores

—

- by class uslng the Engllsh language profxcxency norms developed

at the. Unlversxty of Mlchlgan over many years. _ (MPT Lls Lnlng
scores do not have a bearing here } Becaucse the MTELP 1s not
a test-of students achlevement in a partlcular course of studies

hut a general estlmate of Engllsh language proflclency, the

‘equated total scores can be used as guldes to a-student's ability

to pursue academlc work at an Amerlcan unlverslty. The proficiency'

‘NOYMS developed at-Michigan, where large numbers of non-native

_speakers of Engllsh have studied, serve the functicn of distin-:
guishing the level of English profxclencyta,student_needs in '

order to have a reasonable'chance of success in different asademic

programs in an AmericanfuniverSity. The recommendations by

degree programs in Table 4 are based on-the relationship'betweenf
academic performance by the norming group durxngfthe first
semester of study and their scores on the Mlchlgan battery.’ Table i
4 shows the number and percentage of the Romanlan subjects by
class who scored in each recommended range for the three Amerlcan
curricular levels: Group 1: Undergraduates in liberal arts and |
education. Grouo II: Graduates and undergraduates in englneerlng,v

A

mathematics and scientific fields-that depend heavily on laboratory

' work. Group III: Graduate humanities and social sciences . (English

and American literature, law, political science, philosophy, etc.).

" As one might anticipate, a hlgher percentage of unlversxty'juniors

would be considered for acceptance by most schools at the University
of “ichigan than of university freshmen, and a higher percentage-of

nlverslty freshmen than of high school 12th graders.
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E. Interpretations and Conclusions

-~

One of the most interesting facts surfacing from the
data prov1ded by the tests taken by the. 201 Romanians is that
there is no Significant difference in the quality of performance

.

on the tests by univers1ty English majors and by high school

'thh graders who have studied for four years in a special English

school. _ . ' ' o
At first glance thlS fact might suggest that little ox
progress in English proficiency occurs during univerSityttraining.

However, when cne remembers that the pupils in "Ady-Sincai

werelreceiVing spec1al language “treatment--a curriculum in which

English is the language of instruction for’many subject-matter .

‘courses as well as in the conversation course taught by a native

?

speaker of English-—and when one further recalls that most
univers1ty English majors had not attended such a special Enyglish
school prior to. matriculation, it seems that the univerSity
students were able to reach through their training the’ lev of
proficiency achieved in the special English school, or conversely,

that the experiences of English training in a special school like-

*ady-Sincai" is of university caliber.

If the MTELP were administered to another_group of English

pupils who were comparable to the "Ady-sincai“ pupils in every N

.

‘respect except that they were not in a special hnglish school

(and/or to an entering class of univerSity English majors), and

if a parallel form of the MTELP were administered to the orig&gh

91 University Freshman subjects before they graduate in June 1978,t
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.ﬁhis-hYPothesis could be'checkedl B L
\' Flnally, in their pursult of more- re11ab1e measures 1n . - Lé
test;ng, Romanlan researchers mlght focus on the degree of . T
Ix Ti; l‘prqficlency in Engllsh of puplls in spec1a1 schools as.opp&eed
o’ that of puplls in schools follow1ng more traﬁltlonal pro- ) -
: grams. If repeated objectlve testlng reveals oTe group to be
’ signlflcantly better prepared than the other, the adoptlon of
standarized evaluatlon measures- could have an 1mportant effect j;
it not only upon- the . unlver51ty entrance examlnatlrn but also - | ;
”.upon day-to—day classroom practlce. o \ )
. R
L d ) ‘
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tes to Table 1

1 1205 Graders were from Lyceum Nr. 1, “Ady-Gincai” in Clu], Romania, University students
‘wern ol Enpllh majors at the Univessity of Clu], “BabegBolyai,” Faculty of Philelogy.

: mm of the tet hatm was takan from the 1972 edition of the Mkhfm English
a Placoment Test by Mary Spoon et al. | '

-3 gubtns v G, Vocauey and eading omprahnsion togthr form theantis -
" bettary entitied the Michigea Test of English Lengoage Proficiency, Form B (Revied, 168),
by Joha Upshur et o |

. & Romenias gades rngeon s cale o 1 {thelowst) o 10 (the i, Fe i considrd
' mmmm.mmmmolmmmmmmm
mmmwmmummmmlmmmﬁmmam
 of the Doed of the Faculty of Philology, “Babet-Bolyal” University. The mean arerage for
the 12th was based on the Fall 1974 semester grade in English, the only mark on
fike in the fecords of the Director of Lyceum Nr. 1, “Ady-$incai.” ‘

A}

"

© 8 his meas ws besed o the cumutative record in Englsh for each student. Thus, the mesn

cm.wmmmmwmmmmzummmmwmm

o eamed nnwklomwmfmmviwmm.whmwmm
B | con recsive; 5 is 8 minimum passing scors.
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- Pearson Correlation Coefficient
, and Total Equated Scores on the
ing Comprehension Subtest of the

¢ for Part, Total Raw,
MTELP and on the Listen-
HpT for Cluj Subjects

Ns 2l
Section on the |
wIEL? and 0T (1) (2) (3) () (5) (6)
(1) WIELP Gramsar 100 5367 BT D LIV LA v
(40 itens)
(2) MTELP Vocabulary Loo 597 8521 BT 19020
(40 itens) \ ST
. oy 4
(3) MTELP Reading 1.0 .62 8% 282
(20 itens)
(4) MIEL? Rav Total 10 L99% L3108
(100 items) ‘
(5) MTELP Equated Total 100 L3008
(100 itens)
(6) MPT Listening Compzehension 1,00
{20 {tems)
p * .001 unless othervise nofed
'p [ 0006 ) \
Table 3
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